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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 20 recites "the sensitivity of the motion sensor is adjusted to exclude a pet 
when the signal is received" in lines 1-2. One of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
enabled to how to make/use this invention because neither claim nor the specification 
does define what a pet would be so that the detector would differential between a 
person and a pet. 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 23 recites "the sensitivity of component is adjusted to exclude a pet when 
the remote generated signal is received" in lines 1-2. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be enabled to how to make/use this invention because neither claim nor the 
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specification does define what a pet would be so that the detector would differential 
between a person and a pet. 

Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 26 recites "the sensitivity of component is adjusted to exclude a pet when 
the remote generated signal is received" in lines 1-2. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be enabled to how to make/use this invention because neither claim nor the 
specification does define what a pet would be so that the detector would differential 
between a person and a pet. 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 29 recites "the sensitivity of the motion sensor is adjusted to exclude a pet 
when the signal is received" in lines 5-6. One of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
enabled to how to make/use this invention because neither claim nor the specification 
does define what a pet would be so that the detector would differential between a 
person and a pet. 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 20 recites "the sensitivity of the motion sensor is adjusted to exclude a pet 
when the signal is received" in lines 1-2. It is unclear from the claim and the 
specification how the detector would discriminate between a person and a pet since a 
pet can have different sizes (for instance a pet could be a big dog and a person could 
be a small child). 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 23 recites "the sensitivity of component is adjusted to exclude a pet when 
the remote generated signal is received" in lines 1-2. It is unclear from the claim and 
the specification how the detector would discriminate between a person and a pet since 
a pet can have different sizes (for instance a pet could be a big dog and a person could 
be a small child). 

Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 26 recites "the sensitivity of component is adjusted to exclude a pet when 
the remote generated signal is received" in lines 1-2. It is unclear from the claim and 
the specification how the detector would discriminate between a person and a pet since 
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a pet can have different sizes (for instance a pet could be a big dog and a person could 
be a small child). 

Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 29 recites "the sensitivity of the motion sensor is adjusted to exclude a pet 
when the signal is received" in lines 1-2. It is unclear from the claim and the 
specification how the detector would discriminate between a person and a pet since a 
pet can have different sizes (for instance a pet could be a big dog and a person could 
be a small child). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-8 and 12-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stanczak et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,903,217) in view of Thacker et al. 
(U.S. Pub. 2002/0173940). 

As per claim 1, 8 and 31, Stanczak et al. teach a transmitter for transmitting a 
signal, the signal being a non-user activated signal (see col. 8, lines 48-66); and a 
control for controlling the transmitter to transmit the signal, the signal adjusting the 
sensitivity of the motion detector (see col. 9, lines 5-9). 
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Stanczak et al. fail to teach that the transmitter is remote from the motion 
detector. 

Thacker et al. teach this feature (see paragraphs [0020] and [0046]). It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate Thacker et al.'s teaching into Stanczak et al.'s invention because it 
would allow an operator to quickly and easily adjust the sensor's output. Therefore, 
activation of the intrusion indicator would be performed only when the output signal is 
above the acceptable range. 

As per claim 2, Stanczak et al. further teach a user interface device for receiving 
a user command; wherein the control is responsive to the user command received by 
the user interface device for controlling the transmitter to transmit the signal for 
adjusting the sensitivity of the motion detector (see col. 4, lines 43-51 and col. 8, line 60 
to col. 9, line 9). 

As per claim 3, Stanczak et al. further teach that the user command sets a 
schedule for controlling the sensitivity of the motion detector (see col. 7, lines 4-31). 

As per claim 4, Stanczak et al. further teach that the user command sets a 
sensitivity level for the motion detector (see col. 7, lines 4-31). 

As per claim 5, Stanczak et al. further teach the signal for adjusting the 
sensitivity of the motion detector comprises a command to change a pulse count of the 
motion detector (see col. 8, line 60 to col. 9, line 9 and col. 6, line 65 to col. 7, line 19). 
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As per claim 6, Stanczak et al. further teach that the signal for adjusting the 
sensitivity of the motion detector comprises a command to change an optical gain of the 
motion detector (see col. 7, line 58 to col. 8, line 6). 

As per claims 7, Stanczak et al. further teach that the signal for adjusting the 
sensitivity of the motion detector comprises a command to change a sensitivity of a 
sensing component of the motion detector (see col. 7, line 58 to col. 8, line 6). 

As per claims 13, Stanczak et al. further teach that the remotely-generated 
signal comprises a command to change an optical gain of the component (see col. 7, 
line 58 to col. 8, line 6). 

As per claims 8, 14 and 18, Stanczak et al. further teach that the signal is a 
wireless signal (see col. 2, lines 26-33). 

As per claims 12, 14, 16 and 18, Stanczak et al. further teach a component for 
sensing electromagnetic radiation that is indicative of the presence of a living being; a 
control responsive to the component for determining, in accordance with the sensed 
electromagnetic radiation, whether to trigger a signal indicating that the living being has 
been detected (see col. 2, lines 26-33); and a receiver for receiving signal for adjusting 
a sensitivity of the motion detector, the remotely-generated signal being a non-user 
activated signal; wherein the control is responsive to the remotely-generated signal for 
adjusting a sensitivity with which the component senses the electromagnetic radiation 
(see col. 8, lines 48-66; col. 9, lines 5-9; col. 10, lines 32-49 and col. 7, lines 58-67. 

Stanczak et al. fail to teach that the signal for adjusting the sensitivity of the 
motion sensor is received remotely. 
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Thacker et al. teach this feature (see paragraphs [0020] and [0046]). It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate Thacker et al.'s teaching into Stanczak et al.'s invention because it 
would allow an operator to quickly and easily adjust the sensor's output. Therefore, 
activation of the intrusion indicator would be performed only when the output signal is 
above the acceptable range. 

As per claims 15 and 19, further teach that the remotely-generated signal is 
responsive to an adjustment instruction received via a communication interface (see col. 
7, lines 1-11). 

As per claim 17, Stanczak et al. further teach the remotely-generated signal 
comprises a command to change a pulse count that the control uses as a decision 
parameter (see col. 8, line 60 to col. 9, line 9 and col. 6, line 65 to col. 7, line 19). 

As per claims 20, 23, 26 and 29, Stanczak et al. further teach that the sensitivity 
of the motion sensor is adjusted to exclude a pet (as disclosed in the specification of the 
present application pet is excluded when it moves around the room so the pet won't be 
approaching the door, therefore the sensitivity will be low and the door won't be open, 
this limitation is considered to be inherent) when the signal is received, the adjusted 
motion detector remaining sensitive to detection of intrusion by a person (see col. 8, 
lines 29-38). 

As per claims 21, 24 and 27, Stanczak et al. further teach that the sensitivity of 
the adjusted motion sensor is returned to an unadjusted state when the signal is not 
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received after a predetermined interval (see col. 8, lines 32-47; col. 4, lines 64-67; and 
col. 9, lines 18-31). 

As per claims 22, 25 and 28, Stanczak et al. further teach that the signal is 
transmitted in response to a challenge signal broadcast by the motion detector (see col. 

8, lines 32-47; col. 4, lines 64-67; and col. 9, lines 18-31). 

As per claim 30, Stanczak et al. teach a transmitter for transmitting a signal at 
one of a predefined transmission rate, (see col. 5, lines 1-13 and col. 9, lines 9-19) 
continuously, and upon receipt of a challenge signal from the motion detector (see col. 

9, lines 9-19); and a control for controlling the transmitter to transmit the signal, the 
signal adjusting the sensitivity of the motion detector (see col. 6, line 65 to col. 7, line 
31) wherein the motion detector does not notify a control panel that an intrusion has 
been detected based upon the continuously transmitted signal (see col. 4, lines 43-51 
and col. 8, line 60 to col. 9, line 9). 

4. Claims 9-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stanczak et al. in view of Thacker etal. and Tendler(U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0100386). 

As per claims 9 and 10, Stanczak et al. in view of Thacker et al. teach the 
system as stated above except for a pet collar for carrying a portable housing in which a 
transmitter and control are provided. 

Tendler teaches this feature (see paragraphs [0008] and [0024]). It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to incorporate Tendler's teaching into Stanczak et al. in view of Thacker et al.'s teaching 
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because it would determine whether a specific pet is within the proximity of the door and 
proper action concerning the opening of the door would be performed. 

As per claim 11, Stanczak et al. teach the system as stated above except for a 
battery provided in the portable housing for powering the control and the transmitter. 

Tendler teaches this feature (see paragraph [0024]). It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
Tendler's teaching into Stanczak et al.'s teaching because it would provide power for 
the control and the transmitter. Therefore, functionality of the system would be 
uninterrupted. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-31 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Contact information 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mohamed Charioui whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 2213. The examiner can normally be reached Monday through Friday, from 9 am 
to 6 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eliseo Ramos-Feliciano can be reached on (571) 272-7925. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Mohamed Charioui 
3/21/08 

/Edward Raymond/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2857 



